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Culture Modifies 5 or her characteristics can vary inversely with one's construal of the situation, due to the perceived influence of situational forces on the person's actions.
Of course, this can only occur to the extent that people consider the situation when interpreting the actor's behavior. That is, if people ignore the situation completely and instead focus on the actor, they are unlikely to take situational forces into account. In this case, accessible constructs should directly bias perceptions of the actor. For example, a person who ignores the situation should directly apply a "competitive" prime to an ambiguously competitive actor. It is only when people focus initially on the situation that (a) construals of the situation should be biased by the prime, and (b)
perceptions of unambiguous actors should contrast with those construals. For example, a person who initially focuses on the situation should first apply a "competitive" prime to the situation. Then, when forming a perception of an unambiguously competitive actor, the situation would be used to discount that competitive behavior, making the actor seem less competitive. Hence, situation focus and actor ambiguity can jointly determine whether and how person perceptions are biased by accessible constructs.
An untested possibility is that culture could determine how primed constructs affect their person perceptions and situation construals. Prior research on culture and attribution has tested the relative weight Easterners and Westerners place on situational versus dispositional causes. For example, participants have been asked whether a given action was influenced by internal factors or influenced by external factors (Morris & Peng, 2004) , and Easterners are more likely than Westerners to identify external factors as causes. An untested question concerns whether Easterners and Westerners would use accessible constructs differently in interpreting an actor's behavior within a given
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Westerners are more likely to attribute accessible constructs to actors, or (2) as a result, Easterners and Westerners form different perceptions about the characteristics of situations and persons (e.g., as competitive). Given the apparent greater automatic focus of Easterners on situations, it is plausible that these patterns of attribution could occur and form the basis of subsequent behavior.
Prime-to-Behavior Effects
Primed constructs have been shown to direct not only perceptions of others and of situations, but also to direct behavior. Recent research has highlighted the role that perceptions of others and of the situation can play in determining the outcome of primeto-behavior effects. In one illustrative study (e.g., Smeesters, et al., 2009) , people who were primed with unkindness before playing a reciprocal dictator game (1) perceived their partner to be more unkind, and (2) allocated less to that person (due to their perceptions of that person being unkind). Perceptions of situational norms can also mediate the effects of primes on choices in economic games (Kay & Ross, 2003) . If culture were to modify whether and how primes affect perceptions of others or situations, it could also modify the prime's effects on behavior, at least insofar as these perceptions served as an input into behavior.
The present study tested this idea. We primed Eastern and Western participants with cooperation or competition before having them play an interdependent social dilemma game. The other player was described as either ambiguously or unambiguously competitive. Because Westerners tend not to focus on the situation (but rather more on (Srull & Wyer, 1979) . They then played a one-trial social dilemma game, ostensibly with another person present in the lab. The game task offered the participant a choice between seven options, varying systematically from least to most cooperative (cf., Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, & Tazelaar, 2002) . The social dilemma was presented as a give-some situation in which each participant could choose between giving no coins, giving one coin, giving two coins, up to maximally giving six coins to the other.
Each coin held by the participant had a value of € 0.50 to the participant and a value of € 1.00 to the partner. Similarly, each coin held by the partner had a value of € 0.50 to the partner and a value of € 1.00 to the participant. They were told the other person would
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Prior to setting their allocations, participants learned that the other player had already played the game against six other individuals, and they received information about the six choices that this person had made (cf., Van Lange, 1999) . In the ambiguously competitive condition, three choices were rather cooperative (4, 5, and 5 coins) and three choices were rather competitive (1, 1, and 2 coins). In the unambiguously competitive condition, two choices were rather cooperative (4 and 5 coins) and four choices were rather competitive (1, 1, 2, and 2 coins).
1
Participants then indicated their construal of the situation on two 7-point scales (cf., Kay & Ross, 2003; Kay, et al., 2008) : "To what extent does the game task seem to be competitive versus cooperative?" (1 = very competitive and 7 = very cooperative), and "Do you think the game task is better described as adversarial or friendly?" (1 = very adversarial and 7 = very friendly). They also indicated their perception of the other player on two 7-point scales with endpoints 1 (very competitive) and 7 (very cooperative) and 1 (very individualistic) and 7 (very prosocial). Finally, participants indicated how many coins (from 0 to 6) they would like to allocate to the other.
2
A funnelled debriefing procedure indicated no suspicion among participants regarding the purpose of the study, any relationships between the different experimental phases, or the scrambled sentences task.
Results
We conducted a 2 (cultural group: Westerners vs. Easterners) × 2 (prime:
cooperation vs. competition) × 2 (ambiguity: ambiguously competitive vs. Easterners, we tested the interaction between prime and ambiguity for each of these groups (see Figure 2 ).
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Recall that we expected that primes would bias Westerners' perceptions of ambiguous, but not unambiguous targets, because only the former require interpretation.
This expectation was confirmed. The prime × ambiguity interaction was significant for Recall also that we expected that primes would bias Easterners' perceptions of unambiguous, but not ambiguous targets, because only the former are sufficiently concrete to be contrasted against (prime-biased) construals of the situation. This expectation was also confirmed. The significant prime × ambiguity interaction for Mediation analyses. In the analyses above, we showed that primes affected Easterners', but not Westerners', construals of the situation. We also showed different effects for Easterners and Westerners on person perceptions and behaviors. These findings indicate that different processes underlie prime-to-behavior effects for
Westerners and Easterners who interact with ambiguous or unambiguous others. To test and found that person perceptions had a significant effect on allocations, β = 0.51, t(93) = 5.05, p < .01, whereas the prime × ambiguity interaction on allocations dropped in significance, β = 0.13, t(93) = 1.70, p > .09. For a more fine-grained analysis, we examined the conditional indirect effects at both levels of the moderator (ambiguity).
Person perceptions mediated the prime's effect on allocations in the ambiguously competitive other condition (z = 2.11, p < .05) but not in the unambiguously competitive other condition (z = 0.31, p > .75). Not surprisingly, because primes did not affect Westerners' perceptions of the situation, parallel analyses showed that situation construal did not mediate the effect for Westerners (zs < 1.07, ps > .28).
We conducted separate mediation analyses for Easterners in the ambiguously competitive condition and the unambiguously competitive condition, because we predicted different mediation paths in those conditions. Recall that in the ambiguously
Culture Modifies 14 competitive condition, we expected the effect of prime on allocations to be mediated by situation construal-that is, participants should have allocated more (less) in the cooperative (competitive) prime condition because they construed the situation as more cooperative (competitive). In the unambiguously competitive condition, participants exhibited contrast effects on person perceptions and behavior, both of which were presumably due to their assimilating situation construals. Hence, we expected the effect of prime on behavior in these cells to be mediated through both situation construal and person perception-that is, participants should have allocated less (more) in the cooperative (competitive) prime condition because they construed the situation as more As reported above, the direct effect of prime on the dependent variable (allocation to the other) was significant, β = -0.37, t(48) = -2.73, p < .01. The mediating path was then tested in four steps. In the first step, Mediator 1 (situation construals) was regressed on prime and shown to be significant, β = 0.49, t(48) = 3.96, p < .05. In the second step, Mediator 2 (person perceptions) was regressed on prime and was also significant, β = -0.54, t(48) = -4.46, p < .01. In a third step, Mediator 2 (person perceptions) was regressed on Mediator 1 (situation construals) and prime. This analysis showed that situation construals had a significant effect on person perceptions, β = -0.72, t(47) = -7.59, p < .01, whereas the significant effect of prime on person perceptions dropped in significance, β = -0.18, t(47) = -1.91, p > .06. In a fourth step, the dependent variable was regressed on Mediator 2, Mediator 1, and prime. This regression showed that person perceptions had a significant effect on allocations, β = 0.77, t(46) = 4.12, p < .01. When controlling for person perceptions, the effects of situation construals on allocations, β = 0.10, t(46) = 0.53, p > .60, and the effect of prime on allocations, β = 0.01, t(46) = 0.04, p > .96, were not significant. A follow-up test showed that this overall indirect path was significant (z = 2.87, p < .01).
Discussion
In this paper, we showed some of the complex ways social variables can combine to determine how construct accessibility affects behavior. We built on previous research
in showing that perceptions of situations and others in the environment can mediate
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Culture Modifies 16 prime-to-behavior effects. We went beyond this prior work by showing the important moderating role played by culture. Easterners and Westerners were shown to differ in their initial focus on situations (vs. actors), and as a result, behave differently following exposure to subtle primes.
Three decades of research has made it clear that culture can exert deep and meaningful effects on how people construe and react to their social environments (Heine, 2010) . There has been less research, however, examining how these differences can result In this study, competitiveness primes led Westerners to act more competitively in a social dilemma game, but only when they interacted with an ambiguously competitive player. This was because the primes first biased their perceptions of the other player, which were in turn used as a determinant of their behavior. Competitiveness primes led Easterners to act more competitively when they interacted with an ambiguously competitive player, but the behavior of Easterners was driven by their prime-biased construals of the situation.
Culture Modifies 17
Most prior research has shown that perceptions of unambiguous persons are not biased by primed constructs, because it is only ambiguous persons that require the interpretive processes in which accessible constructs are used. In line with this idea, we showed that when Westerners played against an unambiguously competitive player, the primes had no effect on their behavior, presumably because they did not first bias perceptions of the other. By contrast, Easterners who played against an unambiguously competitive player were influenced by the competitiveness primes, but their behavior became more cooperative following such primes. Our analyses showed that this was because the primes made them view the situation as more competitive, and as a result, view the other player as more cooperative. That primes would lead Easterners to view an unambiguously competitive player as more cooperative and allocate more to him as a result is rather counterintuitive and difficult to predict without understanding the mechanisms that are the focus of this paper. t(34) = 2.14, p < .04.
2 Readers may speculate about why we chose to measure person perceptions and situation construals prior to allocations, as this measurement could have potentially affected the likelihood of participants using such perceptions as a basis for action. We did so for three reasons. First, when trying to establish a causal pathway, it is useful to assess the mediator prior to the outcome to guarantee that the mediator is not, in fact, caused by the outcome. Second, some research has counterbalanced the order of assessment of person perceptions and behavior and shown it not to affect the results (e.g., Smeesters, Wheeler, & Kay, 2009 ). Third, the notion that measurement of these factors led participants to use these factors as a basis for behavior more than they ordinarily would does not explain our key effects, namely differential usage of person perceptions and situation construals as a function of participant culture. For example, if measurement led everyone to attend to and use situation construals in determining their behavior, we would not have observed differences between Easterners and Westerners in this regard.
3 One statistical outlier with large studentized deleted residuals (> 3.5, see McClelland, 2000) was omitted.
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